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REli/IARKS 

Initially, applicants would like to exjpreQS their appreciation to Examiner 
Vitall A. Korbbov for the courtesies extend^ to attprriey James Milton, during a 
telephone interview on October 19. 2005. the teiephonei interview involved a 
discussion of the rejection of claims 1. 6. and 16-17. Examiner Korobov agreed 
that the rejection of claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 and the rejection of claims 16- 
17 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 are inapprbjpriate. 

Claims i-17 are pending in the appiicatbri. Clainis 1-13 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 112. Claims 16-1^ were rejected under 35i U.S.C. § 101. 
Claims 1-17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1d2(e^^^^ 

Reiactlon Und er 35 U.S.C. S 1 1 2 

Claims 1-13 werel rejected under 35 U.s!c; § 112. sfscond paragraph, 
because the OfTice Action states that limitations in clfiiims 'ii and 6 are Indefini1;e. 

With regard to claim 1 , appiicants have respbifiided' by adding corfimas to 
daim 1 . which qlarify the limitations iri appliQEirits' claim 1 . 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejeciilpn of claim 6. . 

As discussed with the Examiner, the rejection of (pldlrn 6 is ihsippropriate 
and should be removfed as there is proper anteoedbht biisis for "ihe address". 

Rejection Unde r 35 U.S.C. 6101 

Claims 16-17 were rejected under 35 U.S,C. § 101 because the claimed 
inverition is dirbcled to an "article" afnd "cornjpijter^-raaiclable signal-bearing 
medlum\ which the Office Action stgrtes is npri^^ 

Applicants . respectfully traverse this ground of rejection. 

As discussed vyith the Exiaminer. .the rejectiori p^^ is. 
inappropriate ar^d should be re.iinoyed as ari "artipie" and ^computer-riBadable 
signal-bearing rriedium" ai^ sitetutpry subject .matter ^^^^^ 
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Ralaetloh Un dar as U S.C. 6 102fe^ 

Claims 1-7 were rejected as being ahtidpa^ed under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) by 
U. S, Patent Number 6,640.242 issued to O'Neal on October 28, 2003. 

Applicants have avoided this ground of rejection for the following reasons. 

O'Neal does list teach appiicahts' claim 1 linriitation, as annended, that 
now recites, 'one or more node coriipbnehfs that, upon registration of one or 
more users in a second netyvork subsequent to registration of one or more of the 
ond or mbife users in a first network, . wherein one erf said first netwoil^ and 
said second petworlc is a wireless network" . 

Instead. O'Neal. disdoSM . a predoif^^ public switclied 

telephone network (PStN) and a preidorpW^^ Internet network. 

Contrary to applicants' claim i . b'Neai does ftjol mfehtjon registration of oriie or 
more usars, nof does O'Neal mention wireless networks; as recited In applicants' 
daim 1. Thus. O'Neal is missing the registration jand wiraiess network elements 
as recHed.in applicants' claim 1. 

In view of the foregoing, ajppilicants subtiniit that O'Neal does not describe 
each and every elenient of dalm 1. and therefore <?la|m 1 is not anticipated by 
O'Neal. Since ciiaims 2-13 depend from ailowaible daim i, these clairns aire also 
allowable over O'Neal. 

independent ctairris 14 and 16 ©ach haya a linniita^on similar' to that of 
independent claim 1, vyhich was showri is not taUgiit by O'Neal. For examplie. 
ciairn 14. as Amended, recites, "copying, upon r^gfistratipn of a user In a second 
networl< subsequerit to registration of the user In a first netvyork, .... wherein gne 
of aaki first network and said sadohd netvyoiric is a wir eless lietwork" and ciairn 
16, as amended, recites "means in the mediurri for; opjiyirig^, upon registratK>n of a 
user in a second network, ... - wherein one of said fifet hetwdrk and said second 
network Is a wireless rietwork" . O'Neal does nbt teach these iimHations for the 
aboye-mehtioried reasons. Ther^foi^. independent cfaims 14 and 16 are 
likewise aliowable over O'Neal, since claim J5 depends from claiip 14 a^d claim 
17 depends ifrom claim 16, these dependent cjairiis are aljsb ailovyable over 
O'Neal. 
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Claim Amendments 

Claims 2-3, 5-6, 8, 10, 13. 15, and 17 were amended to add the temn 

"and": 



CQpglM^fpn 

It is respectfully submitted that the Office Action's rejections have been 
overcome and that this application is now in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration and allowance ^re, therefore, r^spdctfuiiy solicited. 

In view of the aboye amendments apd rerriarks, allowance of all claims 

pending is respectfully requested. If a telephone conference would be of 
assistance In advahcing the prosecution of this applicatiph, the Examiner is 
Invited to call aplplicant's attorney. 

Respectfolly SjUtimitted, 




Carrnieh B. P^tti 
Attorney for AppJicants 
Reg. No;26784 
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